AMENDMENTS TO THF, DRAWINGS 
Formal Drawings are enclosed 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-20 are currently pending in the application. In an Office Action 
dated April 19, 2005 ("Office Action"), the Examiner requested corrected formal 
drawings, rejected claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite, rejected claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by Lachelt 
et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,148,338 ("Lachelt"), rejected claims 1-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Barbour et al., U.S. Patent No. 3,984,817 ("Barbour") 
in view of Knight et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,745,693 ("Knight"), and rejected claims 14-20 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barbour in view of Applicant 
Admitted Prior Art. Formal drawings are enclosed. Applicants' representative has 
amended claims 1 and 6 to address certain of the 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, 
rejections, and respectfully traverses the remaining 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, 
rejections. Applicants' representative respectfully traverses the 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) and 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections. 



35 U.S.C. §112. Se cond Paragraph. Rejections 
With regard to the 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, rejections of claims 
1-20, Applicants' representative has amended claims 1 and 6, and provides the following 
explanations. 

First, with regard to Section 5(A) of the Office Action, Applicants' 
representative has amended claim 6 to replace the phrase "the first event" with the phrase 
"a first event." With regard to Section 5(B)(i), Applicants' representative has added the 
word "the" prior to the occurrence of the phrase "specified requestor" in line 5, although 
Applicants' representative believes that the claim was sufficiently clear as originally 
submitted. With regard to the phrase "related watermark event" used in lines 7 and 10, 
Applicants' representative cannot understand the Examiner's confusion. In line 5, claim 
1 recites a step of "searching for a watermark event related to the specified event type and 
the specified requestor." The "watermark event" mentioned in the searching step refers, 
in claim 1, to a goal of the search. At the beginning of the search, it is not clear whether 
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or not such an entry will be found. In line 7, claim 1 recites "when a related watermark 
event is found" and in line 10, claim 1 recites "when a related watermark event is not 
found." The phrase "related watermark event" used in line 7 refers, in claim 1, to a 
specific event found in the event log, and the phrase "related watermark event" used in 
line refers, in claim 1, to an unfulfilled goal. It would be improper to use the article "the" 
instead of the article "a" in the two phrases "a related watermark event" used in lines 7 
and 10, because neither a specific watermark event nor an unfulfilled goal is mentioned 
on line 5. 

With regard to Section 5(B)(ii), the phrase "a watermark event" used in 
line 6 of claim 2 refers, in claim 2, to the type of the "selected candidate event" recited 
immediately before the phrase "a watermark event" on line 6 of claim 2. Similarly, the 
phrase "a watermark event," used in lines 10-1 1 of claim 2, refers, in claim 2, to the type 
of the "least recently logged event" occurring before the phrase "a watermark event" on 
line 10 of claim 2. There may be multiple watermark events in an event log, and a given 
event may or may not be a watermark event. Applicants' representative sees no 
ambiguity in originally submitted claim 2. 

Similarly, with regard to Section 5(B)(iii), Applicants' representative 
cannot understand how the language of claim 10 lacks clarity. The phrase "a new 
watermark event" refers, in claim 10, to a new watermark event added to the event log 
following the searching step, and therefore could not be a goal of the searching step 
recited in claim 1 . 

With regard to Section 5(B)(iv), claims 17-20 refer to fields contained in 
watermark event entries included in the event log of the claimed system, and therefore 
use the article "a" preceding the phrase "watermark event entry." The phrase "watermark 
event" in claim 14 refers to an event associated, by the system, with a search in order to 
note the extent of the search. The phrase "watermark event entry" refers, in claims 17-20, 
to a stored, encoded entry within an event log corresponding to a watermark event. 
Applicants' representative can see no ambiguity or lack of clarity in the language of 
claims 14 and 17-20. 

Finally, with regard to Section 5(B)(v), event reporting logic is an element 
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of the claimed event reporting system. Since there are multiple elements in the event 
reporting system, it is clear that the phrase "event reporting logic" refers to an element of, 
or portion of, the claimed "event reporting system." 

In short, Applicants' representative believes the originally submitted 
claims are both clear and correct, with the possible exception of the lack of proper 
antecedent basis held out by the Examiner with respect to claim 6, which has been 
corrected in the above amendment. 

35 U.S.C. S 102^ a nd 35 U.S.C. § 103fa-> Rejections 
Although two references cited in the Office Action are at least related to 
event logging, unlike the unrelated references cited in the previous office action, none of 
the currently cited references makes any mention to, or suggestion of, watermark events, 
or the claimed method and system of the current application. For this reason, Applicants* 
representative again includes a brief summary of the method claimed in claim 1 of the 
current application, prior to discussing the rejections. 

Brief Summary 

Claim 1 is discussed, below, as representative of the claims rejected as 

anticipated by Lachelt. Claim 1 is provided, below, for the Examiner's convenience. 

1 . A method for reporting events stored in an event log within an 
electronic device, the method comprising: 

receiving a request for a report of events of a specified type 
from a specified requestor; 

searching for a watermark event related to the specified 
event type and the specified requestor; 

when a related watermark event is found, using a value 
stored within the watermark to select an event at which to begin 
searching the event log for events of the specified type to report to 
the specified requestor; 

when a related watermark event is not found, selecting a 
default event at which to begin searching the event log for events 
of the specified type to report to the specified requestor; and 

searching the event log starting at the selected event to find 
and report events of the specified type, (emphasis added) 

As described in the current application, including the Summary of the Invention section, 
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beginning on line 27 of page 3, various embodiments of the invention discussed in the 
current application are directed to methods and systems for reporting errors stored in an 
event log within electronic devices lacking easily programmable software control and 
extensive RAM memories. As described in the Background of the Invention section of 
the current application, reporting events from event logs to multiple, remote recipients 
can be problematic. Event logs may be overrun, because of small event-log buffers, 
events may be reported multiple times to a particular recipient, and events generally 
cannot be selectively reported. The event logs are typically stored in EEPROM, rather 
than in RAM memory, and are constructed and maintained by relatively low complexity 
firmware or logic circuits within the electronic device. In order to overcome many of the 
problems associated with event logs, certain embodiments of the present invention 
employ a new type of event that can be inserted, along with common events, referred to 
as a "watermark event," and discussed in the current application beginning on line 4 of 
page 18. The watermark event may include an offset field and may contain additional 
fields that may relate the watermark event to a specific recipient of event reports as well 
as to a specific type of event. The offset field of a watermark event may be used to 
indicate a position within the event log from which to begin returning events to a 
recipient. Thus, when a recipient receives a set of events from the event log, a watermark 
can be inserted into the event log, preventing the already received events from again 
being reported to the recipient, and avoiding the necessity to re-read already reported 
events from the event log file. Claim 1 clearly includes a watermark event element that is 
clearly claimed to include using a "value stored within the watermark to select an event at 
which to begin searching the event log for events of the specified type to report to the 
specified requestor." 



35U.S.C. 6 102fa^ Rejections 

In discussing the Examiner's rejections of claims 1-20 as being 
anticipated by Lachelt, in Section 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner paraphrases claim 
1, providing cites to various sections of Lachelt that the Examiner apparently believes to 
teach each of the cited claim elements. For example, the Examiner appears to state that 
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lines 9-1 2 of column 7 of Lache.t teach the step of "searchta. f 

«*- to the specified even, type md s^Jr^Z ^ 7" 

a.-dy .ported events to requ es,o re can^ ^J^. "* ™ **** <* 

= o, e_e„ tI y, fc _ ^^^1' 

as a wa^et!' Th! T ' ^ ^ ^ " ^ "* «° «™ 

Lache,, explicitly states ta lines 20 . 22 of ^ ** system. As 

— * «.,t :nr r.r,r: r.r;- r - - 
rrr r ■ rr in 

the event log. g d rep ° rting events ™* from 

separate fl les ^ T eve" o^ TT ^ ^ ^ - « 

inc^lines.S-lslZ" 8, ^ ^ " " — «• 
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event index file Each JTm»v^ eVent ,0 8 flle an 

files and co m£to^,"SS " C ° n,am 006 " m0re Stream ** 

By contrast, a watennark event, as clearly claimed in claim i .. , 

«» «, application, refers ■„ a specia type „ , I ^ *"* 

present invention, ma, is entered into ft e Z i T^T " «»° 

from the event log file nor an entrv • " 6k - 

g ffle, nor an entry ,„ a separate file, distinct from the even, log file 

Finally, as discussed, with reference to Figures 10 12 w • 
28 of column , and continuing ,„ , in e , 4 ofcolmm , ^ , "dT « «« 

-ich logged even, are read in Lachelt, disclosed 0£g ^ " 

descnbed heginning on line 33 of co.umn 8, th e ev e„„ og reader de^ m ' 

eventing fi , to ^ reading , ^ fa ^ J 

^t log fl ,es is .scussed ^^S^Tr^-r 
log fi,e is determined, then .ach even, of JZL ^ tgTLTad 
sequentially from me file" (Lacheh, column 8 lines 50 521 o „ 7 
been sequentially read, the event-log reader" 1 ^ 
seo.uentia.ly reads al, entries in tar, * "« "* fi, e - 

even, lo* L h „ ' """""S *° |TOe - a " even, entries in all 

even, log files have been read, as clearly s<a,ed on lines 10-14 of column Of, „ , 
Please no, ,ha,, as discussed above the even, inrf, r, '' 
-ding of even, from the even, log ffleT™ f 7 ^ "* * ^ 

on lines 47 52 of , , 7 of Lachel.'s system is summarized 

47-52 of column 4, ,„ which Lachelt states the basic access ™„ h - 
provided ,„ multiple readers of ,he even, ,„ g , including s^^^Z 

::::;ir:, ,hey we :r ived ' — re ^ ° f - ~- - - 

ou, specflc s<ream, and finding a „ ev e„ B that have been correlated with a specific 
T ^ 00 fM ^ ~ * -ies ' « « 

~JT" short circui,ing - log — °< - — 
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35jLS £,§103ra^Re f Wrig»c 

The 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections of claims 1-13 as he,™ 
over Barbour in view of Knight are unfounded. For exam 1 L E 
"" g for a waterma* event related to the ^Z^T^l 
requestor" is discing ;« n Q u • ,. yp Md s P e cified 

1!> aiscl osed in Barbour in lines 7-15 and 90 ->a ~f , 

column 4 Lines 7 1 W . . ' ' 15 ^ 22 ' 26 of ^umn 2 in lines 35-41 of 

e nH . „ y contain ~: z:z:::::zr ssin8 system - 
b*-^ d ,sc,o S e d system ^ includes a ^ ~ r:r 

entries in the search table. On lines 22 9* „f , . caresses certain of the 

* . stm . poiM ^ or teher fte ::; d :: 

oe identical to the instruction received for the search Th~ * ■ 

Barbour, in its entirety, is c„ mpletely , D 
103(a) over Barbour in view of Knioht a ^ § 
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In Applicant s representative's opinion, all of the claim, in th 
application are clearly allowable F» u, or me claims ,n the current 

eariy allowable. Favorable consideration and a Notice nf aii„ 
earnestly solicited f A1I ° wance ^ 



Respectfully submitted, 

Bill Thomas and Rajiv Kumar Grover 

Olympic Patent Works PLLC 




Robert W. Bergstrom , 
Registration No. 39,906 



Enclosures: 

Postcards (2) 

Transmittal in duplicate 

Drawing Transmittal 

Two sheets of formal drawing (Figs. 1-2) 

Olympic Patent Works PLLC 
P.O. Box 4277 
Seattle, WA 98194-0277 
206.621.1933 telephone 
206.621.5302 fax 



